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INSPECTION 0F.

INSITEÂNCE.
1. The plaintiff insuired " goOds" for a

Voyage, end efi'ected reinsursuce on the same
terins witlieut stating that lie was reinsuring.
It was proved te he the invariable practice to
disclose the fact that a pOlicv Was fur reinsur-
suce ; but the jury found that; there was no
conceairnent of any fact inateriai to the risk.
Held, that the plaintiffwas entitled to recover
upon bis policy of reiisurance.-,A1acÀXelbzi v.
Wfhitwoirt, 1 Ex. D. 86 ; S. c. L. R. 10 Ex.
142 ; 10 Arn. Law Rev. 116.

2. A vessel was insured on a voyage from
Liverpool te Baltimore and Unîited Kingdom.
The insurers reinsured on the sanie ternis;
but, subsequently beslug that the vessel had
ssiled froni Baltimore for Antwerp, they ob.
tained froni the reinsurers, 0on Jan. 2, 1873,
for an additjonal premium, an indorsement
on the poiicy of reinsuraîîce, " It is hereby
agreed te shlow the vessel to go to Autwerp."
Both insurers and reinsurers believed the ves-
sel to be then at ses, ; but she had, in fsct,
arrived at Antwerp ou Jan. 1, 1873. On Jan.
3, while the vessel was in the outer dock, and
before lier arrivai at the inner dock, the ususi
place of disharge at Antwerp, sile was ordered
te snd sailed for Leith, sud, on the voyage
thither, wsas iost. Ileld, that, under'the
policy snd inemorandum, the vessel. had ne
right to go lirst te Antwerp, sud thence te
the United Kiugdom ; and that the insurers
were nlot entitled te recover the additional.
preminni, as, wlîen the memorandum ws
msade, the voyage was nlot at an end.-Stonc
v. Marine Insuranice Clomnpany, Oeeas Limit-
ed, of Gothenburg, 1 Ex. 1). 81.

3. C. ellected insurance on the life of bis
son, in which. he had no insurable interest.
The son died, sud C. was appoiuted adminis-
trator, and the insurance-money xvas psid to
hini. IIdld, that, aithough the insurance
cnmpany was not obliged to pay the mioney,
C. Ivas entitleà te retain it as agaiust bis son's
estte.- Worthington v. Curtis, 1 Ch. D. 419.

4, The plaintiffs insured against perils of
the ses s vessel timen iii Londoun, upomi a timfe
policy, sud she was lest at sea before the expi-
ration of the policv. The jury could nlot
agree whether the sbip was uuseaworthy when
she left London, or whether unseawortbiness
was the cause of bier los% ; but they fouud,
that, if unseawvortlsy wheil she started from
London, the plaititifl's did nlot know of it. A
verdict was directed for piaimtiffs, snd s mile
for a new trial discbarged by the Queen's
Beuch. Hleld (by CLEAýSBY and* POLLOCK,
113., COLERIDGE, C. J., and GRtOVE, J.,-
BRETT, J.,sand AMPIILETT, B., dissenting),
that there must be a new trial.-Dudgeoîs v.
Pemabrokce, 1 Q. B. D. 96 ; S. o. L. R. 9 Q.
B. 581 ; 9 Arn. Law Rev. 479.

INTEIREST.

By stattnte,*.the owners of a ship are nlot to

be liable in respect of lss of merchaudise te
an aggregate amount exceeding £8 for each
ton of the siîip's tonnage. A vessel lest a
cargo of maize owiug to s collision, snd dam-
ages were found to the exteuît of £8 per ton.
Interest ivas ailowed on tiîis amount from the
date of the colision.-Smitha v. Kirby, 1 Q
B. D. 131.

JOINT-TENANCY.-Sce DEVISE, 8.

JUDGE, DISQUALIFICATION 0F.

A local board of hesith entered jute an
agreement with H. for bis receiving dewage
ou to bis fanm, sud subsequently institte&
proceedings against bime for bresch of agree-
ment. A sumnmons wss taken eut against H.
for diverting tlîe sewsge froni bis farra into a
wstercourse. At the bearng of this case oe
M., a nieniher of ssid local board, sst as oe
of four justices, and H. was couvicted sud
fined. K. filed an affidavit that he exercised
ano influence on the proceediugs at the bear-
ing, except te recommend a mnitigation of fine
atter the other tbree justices had resolved te
convict. IIeld, that M. was subject to a bis,
sud onglit not te have sat in the case. Con-
viction qitashed on certiorari. -Queen v.
Meyer, 1. Q. B. D. 173.

JURISPICTION.--Se£ CONTRACT, 2.

L ANDLoRD AND TENANT. -Sce EJECTMENT.

LAPSE.-S&c APPOIN4TMENT.

LEASE.

!- A iessee coveuaated te miake certain re-
pairs upon six montlis' notice. Notice was
duiy givenOct. 22, 1874 ; snd the le8see's
sub-iessees replied, asking if the !essor would
purchase the short leasehiod irîterest remnain.
ing. The lesser replied, asking the price;
sud the sub-lessees answered, statitig tlîeir
prie. Ou Dec. 31, 1874, the lessor replied,
that, having regard te the condition of the,
leased pri-oises, the price wvas ton high ; sud
be. ssked s reconsideration of tlîe qeto f
price, aimd stated that lie shouid bc glad. te
receive a inodifled proposai. lu Jauusry,
1875, the lessor wrote te the sub-iessees, ask-
iug for tue grouud-rent, aud requesting th.
address of the iessee. On Jan. 7 the snb-les-
sees repiied, sending the iessor's address.
On April 13, 1875, the lessor wrote te the
iessee, informng bum that the tume for coin-
pietin of said repairs wouid expire April 21,
1875. Tme repaira were completed about the
miîdie of Juue, 1875. The icasor began an
action of ejectusent sgsinst the sub-lcssees on
April 28, 1875. Held (reversing the decision
of the Commnon Pleas Division,) that the ne-
getiations were net ended. by the letter of
Dec. 31, 1874, sud that the Iaseor bad justi-
lied the sub-jessees' beliéf tlîat the notice
would net be insi#ted upon, sud. that the las-
ser wouid be restrsin%l from euforcmug a for-
feiture. -Hughes v. M3etropolitan Railway Ce.,,
1 C. P. D. 120.

2. Declaration that by lease M. cclet 1'to
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